The spatial relations expressed by the preposition ἐπί can be clarified attending to the dimensionality of the landmark as a basic semantic category, along with the constant notion of contact, belonging to the prepo si tion. On the contrary, the orientation -from which the traditional explanations are derivedis important but clearly secondary. After explaining the coexistence and partial synonymy of ἐπί with dat. and gen. starting from the uses with three-dimensional landmarks, the study of the uses with two-and one-dimensional landmarks allows reformulation of the basic meaning of the preposition. In turn, this allows recognition of a system based on a very particular conceptual view about limits and ends in the different dimensions, a conceptual view in decline since Homer, although we can find other traces of it here and there, also in Latin.
Introduction

The preposition ἐπί and the DGE: the locative uses
The understanding of the meanings and uses of the preposition ἐπί continues posing a real challenge, despite the bibliography dedicated to the subject in the last hundred and fifty years. Ἐπί is semantically a very complex preposition, broadly used with the three cases in all the ages. The main polysemy and complexity is without doubt in the uses with dative case, the most widely used and also the most difficult to understand, especially the local and abstract uses. On the other hand, there are different meanings that are expressed both with ἐπί + dat. and with ἐπί + gen.; not only local meanings, but also temporal and abstract ones. That is to say, there are broad areas of synonymy between both cases. This synonymy, on the one hand, and the locative use of the genitive, which in the words of Ruijgh (1994: 144) "est aberrant et pose un problème," on the other, constitute its principal anomalies.
It has been a long search for an original local meaning of ἐπί and for the keys that allow an explanation of the rest of the local meanings deriving from it, as well as the coexistence of these broad areas of synonymy between the dative and the genitive. The general studies on Greek prepositions usually simplify the information and tend to reduce their modern equivalents especially to 'on' (Fr. sur, Ger. auf, Sp. sobre, etc.) and to a much lesser extent to the meaning 'close to', 'next to', considering it secondary and of limited use. The general dictionaries have not helped either, and the consequence is that very often modern scholars and translators do not have a clear idea of what type of spatial localization ἐπί indicates, beyond the basic idea that the genitive means 'on', 'on top of', and that it usually implies contact. However, in many contexts we are forced to translate it in other ways, without knowing very well why, or we simply do not understand where the trajector really is with respect to the landmark, that is, which is the relation between them that is supposedly clarified by the prepositional phrase (PP).
The writing of the entry ἐπί for the Volume VIII of the Diccionario GriegoEspañol (DGE) has forced us to study a huge volume of data from Homer up to 600 A.D., which has led us to reconsider these and other questions not sufficiently clarified in the bibliography. Apart from offering a better and clearer general organization of the meanings of ἑπί than the previous general dictionaries, better establishing oppositions and meanings, we believe to have improved especially the understanding of the locative uses with the dative, which constitute the core of the preposition. In turn, the understanding of the locative uses with the genitive depends directly on this. Naturally, all the conclusions are equally valid for the adverbial and preverbial use of ἐπί, which has also benefitted the corresponding sections of the DGE.
In the clarification of the locative meanings, the conclusions reached from the analysis of hundreds of passages of Greek literature find solid support on certain ideas coming from cognitive linguistics, which has largely dealt in recent decades with the study of the spatial categories that enter into play in the prepositional constructions. Elements that have been revealed as determining factors in understanding the local uses of ἐπί, at least up to the classical period, constitute important semantic categories in the modern theory on spatial analysis, and this in turn helps to confirm the ideas arising from the information itself in the process of editing the DGE. Therefore, we will make use of certain concepts and terms coming from this theoretical area, beginning with the terms trajector and landmark, which I will use for convenience. To the bibliography on the spatial relations expressed by means of prepositional phrases, both general and in reference to modern languages, some works must be added on ancient Greek, which incorporate the contributions of cognitive linguistics in a specially suitable field, as aforementioned. In particular there is the well-known book of Luraghi (2003) , which has the virtue of not presenting an excessive theoretical discussion and of analyzing the prepositions in sufficient detail, although in the case of ἐπί her conclusions do not always coincide with ours.
The traditional idea, well reflected in Luraghi (2003) , is that the basic meaning of ἐπί is 'on top of', typical of the construction with the genitive, which sometimes turns into 'close to', and it is not possible to explain why. It is admitted that there is usually contact but sometimes there is not. And, as not all of this is conveniently explained, the conclusion is usually reached that ἐπί indicates in many cases a vague localization around the landmark.
Semantic categories and prepositional phrases
The theoretical literature offers a series of tools for establishing the semantic categories and the linguistic or contextual elements that take part in the spatial relation expressed by means of a PP. Along with the general spatial categories (locativity, allativity/ablativity, perlativity), it has been traditionally established that other elements such as the type of verb (state, movement, action, etc.) and other semantic properties of the trajector and especially of the landmark along with the basic meaning of the preposition, become fundamental in determining the meaning of a PP.
In this field, perhaps the most valuable contribution of cognitive linguistics consists in paying attention to other elements of the spatial situation expressed in a PP which had not been taken into account before. I refer, in particular, to the properties of the objects in relation to space: features such as their shape, their size and their dimensions, and to information such as the presence or absence of contact or support between them, the distance between them, the orientation, etc. So, the elements that take part in the spatial configuration expressed in a locative expression, which according to Talmy (1983) reach the number of nineteen, have been analyzed in detail. The starting point is the division of a spatial configuration into figure (= trajector) and ground (= landmark); several of the remaining elements correspond to the geometry of one or the other, which the recipient usually knows (basic geometry of the figure, ditto for the ground, symmetrical or slanted geometry based on the parts of an object or its directionality, number of relevant dimensions in the geometry of figure and ground, conditions of the limits of each, continuous or composite geometry of both). Others correspond to the relative position of one or the other (orientation of the figure with respect to the ground, distance/magnitude of the figure in comparison with the ground, etc.). Others, finally, correspond to external elements, especially the point of view from which the configuration is considered, that is, the point of view of the speaker, which can also change.
Traditionally in the study of Greek prepositions these types of circumstances of the spatial situation have scarcely been taken into account, with the exception of the possibility or impossibility for the landmark to house the trajector inside it (landmark container). And of course, the orientation with respect to the vertical and horizontal axes -in relation to the surface of the ground -which is basic for our orientation and for spatial descriptions, is ineluctable in the case of ἐπί, ὑπό, and ὑπέρ. Luraghi (2003: 25s ., 247ss.) also points out the relevance in Homer of the semantic category that we have just mentioned as "continuous or composite geometry" of the landmark, although it is usually mentioned as plexity, according to the terminology of Talmy (2000) . This category refers to the internal structure of the landmark, depending on whether it is discontinuous or continuous (multiplex/uniplex). According to Luraghi, along with the triple ablative/locative/allative opposition, corresponding to the genitive/dative/accusative use, a second system coexists based on plexity, which sometimes conditions the use of the genitive or the accusative with some prepositions such as μετά. While the first opposition is inherited from Indo-European, the second begins later, and is lost after Homer. The case has some interest because it highlights the importance of a physical feature of the landmark in order to determine the choice of the case and the meaning of the PP. In the case of ἐπί, the internal structure of the landmark is irrelevant for Luraghi; on the contrary, she recognizes that, in order to understand its meaning, the really important notions are the contact and the verticality, that is to say, its orientation.
In opposition to previous trends, cognitive linguistics thinks that each preposition has an "ideal meaning," often called a "semantic prototype," which is present in each use of the preposition, and which corresponds to an abstract geometric idea. All the uses of the preposition are derived from it by means of diverse adaptations and transformations, which make the preposition appropriate in a wide variety of contexts (see for example , Herskovits 1986: 55ss.) In the case of the preposition ἐπί, we agree with Luraghi and other authors in the idea that contact is the main and constant notion that the preposition ἐπί expresses in any of the spatial situations that it represents. The orientation constitutes an important, although, as we will see, secondary element.
But to understand the PP with ἐπί, which reflects different spatial situations, at least up to the classical period we believe that it is essential to turn also to one of the elements that according to Talmy take part in the spatial configuration expressed in a locative expression, and that we have quickly listed. We refer to the dimensionality of the landmark, that is, if it has one, two, or three dimensions according to traditional Euclidean geometry, which conceives a line as one-dimensional (1D), a surface as two-dimensional (2D), and a volume as three-dimensional (3D). Naturally, the dimensionality of an object depends directly on its shape and its size, but this datum is not quite as objective as it might seem. In its linguistic reflection, dimensionality is very often the result of a visual conceptualization that forms part of the process of geometric idealization that is produced in the spatial relations and in the objects that take part in them. Geometric idealization is an essential phenomenon in the process of adaptation to the language resources of the possible number of spatial relations between objects in the real world. But it forms part of the conventions of the language, since the same physical objects can be idealized in different ways in different languages. We will return to this when we speak of the one-dimensional landmarks.
The dimensionality of the landmark usually appears in the analysis of some modern prepositions. For example, the meaning of the French prepositions dans and sur has been related to it, an idea that has been well accepted by English-speaking linguists, repeatedly applying it to the semantic study of at, on, and in, sometimes called "dimen sional prepositions" (Vandeloise 1991: 157s.; Radden and Dirven 2007: 309ss.) In the case of Greek, the dimensionality of the landmark has never been taken into account, because it is not an element that creates oppositions between prepositions, nor does it have any degree of grammaticalization. However, it has been found to be a key element in order to understand the locative meanings of ἐπί, up to the point that it has become the main classifying criterion for its organization in the entry ἐπί of the DGE. This datum does not form part of the semantic content of the preposition, but rather it is a typical feature of the landmark, which the speaker and the receiver know, which allows an understanding of the spatial relation indicated by means of the PP. Therefore, it is not our aim to demonstrate that there are per se different meanings of ἐπί depending on the dimensionality of the landmark. Much to the contrary, we believe that the "ideal meaning" of ἐπί remains constant in each and every one of its appearances. What happens is that, by seeking the equivalence with a modern language, the translations vary, and we must use different prepositions or periphrases to represent spatial relations that in Greek are expressed by means of ἐπί. Below we will try to explain the reasons for this anisomorphism.
In a previous brief paper 1 we tried to discover what the basic spatial meaning of ἐπί is and we explained why ἐπί + dative and ἐπί + genitive coexist, which sometimes are synonymous constructions, and other times are not. But there we limited ourselves to the most usual locative meanings, which are those that appear with three-dimensional landmarks (3DL). Here, in the first place, we are going to summarize the conclusions of this work, in order to later try to clarify the uses of ἐπί with two-dimensional landmarks (2DL) and one-dimensional landmarks (1DL), which are less understood. All of this will allow us to be even more precise with the basic meaning of the preposition.
Dative and genitive: first approach to the basic meaning of ἐπί
As aforementioned, the basic notion expressed by ἐπί is the contact of the trajector with the landmark, regardless of the orientation. The examples that are submitted to de monstrate that sometimes there is no contact, are either metaphoric, indicating close proximity, or else they are misunderstood; if ἐπί appears it is, precisely, to indicate contact. The starting point is necessarily the construction with the dative, because dative is the typical case of the locative meanings and because all our information in Greek indicates that it is also the oldest construction. 2 From that point on, the usual practice is to establish two meanings, which Ruijgh (1994) calls respectively SUR (= 'on', 'on top of' with vertical orientation) and PRES (= 'next to', 'at the edge of'). In the manuals one usually reads that in the Ionic-Attic dialect the use of the genitive corresponds to the meaning SUR (X.Cyr.4.5.58 ἐπὶ τῶν ἵππων ὀχεῖσθαι) and the dative corresponds to the meaning PRES (Hdt.4.156 νῆσον ἐπὶ Λιβύῃ κειμένην). But this distribution lacks any regularity, with there being countless examples that contradict it. Especially in Homer, where ἐπί + dative means SUR in many cases (being the most frequent ἐπὶ χθονί), but also in the classical times and later. On the other hand, the construction with the genitive is also used with the meaning PRES, with aquatic landmarks, which one must consider 2DL (X.An.4.3.28 μεῖναι ἐπὶ τοῦ ποταμοῦ μὴ διαβάντας 'remain by the river without crossing') as well as with other 2DL. Thus, τὰ ἐπὶ Θρᾴκης in Thucydides (1.59, etc.), invariably refers to 'the (Greek) cities' or 'areas on the boundary with Thrace', and the same happens in many other examples misunderstood as SUR when they actually mean PRES.
So, we find a distribution between the dative and genitive use, which is summarized in the Homeric opposition PRES ἐπὶ νηυσίν 'by the ships'/ SUR ἐπὶ νηῶν 'on the ships', but this opposition coexists with a clear synonymy of SUR ἐπὶ χθονί = SUR ἐπὶ χθονός 'on the earth' and also, although less widespread, with a second synonymy PRES ἐπὶ τῷ ποταμῷ = PRES ἐπὶ τοῦ ποταμοῦ 'by the river'. Up to now all the attempts to explain this situation, as well as the very existence of the locative use of the genitive, have been futile.
The book of Luraghi (2003) reflects well the difficulties in explaining this situation synchronically and diachronically starting from a basic meaning 'on', 'on top of'. Ne ver theless, it contains an interesting observation on the opposition ἐπί + dat. / ἐπί + gen. in Homer and Hero do tus (of the type ἐπὶ μετώπῳ / ἐπὶ νώτου in Hdt.3.28): while Ruijgh sees it as an opposition between lateral and vertical location, Luraghi observes that the genitive indicates a specific orientation, the vertical one, but the dative does not denote it: it only indicates contact. In such a case, the orientation is deduced from common knowledge of the shape of the landmark.
Several years earlier, Ruijgh (1994) had tried to explain both meanings SUR and PRES of ἐπί + dative as inheritance from two different constructions, with dative and with ins tru mental, a situation that he wants to be reflected in the Mycenaean Greek. With the general substitution of the instrumental by the dative, only the form ἐπὶ ναυσίν would have survived and, in order to avoid ambiguity, the Greek language would have replaced ἐπὶ ναυσίν 'SUR the ships' with ἐπὶ ναϜῶν. Elsewhere I have criticized this hypothesis as uneconomic, for not taking into account the bulk of the information provided by the Mycenaean Greek, and because it is based on very weak data (Rodríguez Somolinos 2012: 219) . But, regardless of the historical explanation, Ruijgh's paper contains two valuable contributions: in the first place, the idea that the use of the genitive in cases such as ἐπὶ νηῶν has served to di s ambiguate meanings. In the second place, the demonstration that the PP ἐπὶ χθονί, which appears in Homer 24 times, nearly all in the formula ἐπὶ χθονί πολυβοτείρῃ, is an archaism with respect to ἐπὶ χθονός, which appears twice in Homer and does not form part of formulas (2012: 145ss.) .
By studying in detail the data, we have established a basic locative meaning of ἐπί + dative (1), from which in turn two other meanings are derived (2 and 3). And we have explained the appearance of the PP with the genitive as a procedure of semantic disambiguation, which the Greek language turns to at a certain time to specify the superior location, with vertical orientation, while the PP with the dative, the oldest one, only expresses contact. Therefore, we start not from two but rather from three meanings, which are those that we find when dealing with 3DL. Along with these 3DL, one must add a special 2DL, which is the earth, the ground. Below we will see why it is special.
2 Locative meanings of ἐπί with three-dimensional landmarks + the earth 2.1 3DL meaning 1) ἐπί 'on the surface of', 'adhered to', 'on' This is the meaning that must be viewed as the original meaning of ἐπί, expressing contact, regardless of the direction. When a trajector is in contact with a 3DL, it is actually in contact with the most external part of it, that is, with the surface. We can establish, then, a basic meaning 'in close contact with the surface of' the landmark, which we abbreviate as 1 'on', 'adhered to' (Figure 1 ).
There are different circumstances that impose or allow other translations: a) It is very common that the trajector has in turn a broader surface. That is to say, the area of contact between the trajector and the landmark is large. The trajector, then, is (su per posed to, covering) the landmark: Il.9.490 μοι κατέδευσας ἐπὶ στή θεσσι χιτῶνα 'you wet my tunic in the part covering my chest'. The trajector may even cover entirely the 3DL: Od.24.230 χειρῖδάς τ' ἐπὶ χερσί 'gloves on his hands'; Hp.Loc.Hom.13.3 τὸ δέρμα τὸ ἐπὶ τῇ κεφαλῇ 'the skin covering the head'.
It may be interesting to recall here the etymological relationship between Greek ἐπί (Mycenaean Greek e-pi, o-pi) and Latin ob, which is usually accepted but has always had to face serious semantic difficulties. The generalized idea that Gr. ἐπί (as in ai. ápi, pi-) basically means 'on', 'on top of', with vertical orientation, does not match with the traditional explanations of Latin ob as 'in front of', with the progressive precisions 'in an opposite position to' and 'face to face'. However, both forms can be much closer approximated if, as has been recently proposed by Van Laer (1998 , 2010 ) the original meaning of Latin ob-is that of 're cou vrement '. 3 b) The point of contact may be more localized: Od.11.607 καὶ ἐπὶ νευρῆφιν ὀϊστόν 'an arrow on the string', Hp.Morb.4.33.2 etc. τὸ χωρίον τὸ ἐπὶ τῷ ἥπατι 'the place adhered to the liver', which is the name of the gallbladder, actually located under the liver.
c) The contact is managed or is maintained by means of pressure or support at, against the landmark. Examples: Il.22.97 πύργῳ ἔπι προὔχοντι φαεινὸν ἀσπίδ' ἐρείσας 'holding the shield on/against the tower's projection'; Od.11.448 πάϊς δέ οἱ ἦν ἐπὶ μαζῷ 'had a child at her breast'.
d) The contact is often produced as a result of an action (tying, adjusting, setting, nailing something at or to something): Il.17.209 Ἕκτορι ἥρμοσε τεύχε' ἐπὶ χροΐ (Zeus) 'Zeus adapted the weapons to Hector's body'; Od.8.37 δησάμενοι δ' εὖ πάντες ἐπὶ κληῖσιν ἐρετμά 'when you all have duly tied the oars to the oarlocks'.
e) The contact may be at a time point, as a result from an impulse against the landmark: Il.4.420 δεινὸν δ' ἔβραχε χαλκὸς ἐπὶ στήθεσσι ἄνακτος 'the bronze resounded terribly against the king's chest'. f) We can understand as a figurated use of this meaning when the landmark actually forms part of the surface but it is seen as something added to the landmark, so it is also on its surface: Hp.Prorrh.2.23 ἔρευθος . . . ἐπὶ τῷ προσώπῳ 'redness on the face'; Hdt.5.59 γράμματα . . . ἐπὶ τρίποσι τρισὶ ἐγκεκο λαμ μέ να 'letters engraved on three tripods'.
3DL meaning 2) ἐπί 'on', 'on top of'
This meaning is nothing more than meaning l when the location of the trajector with respect to the landmark is in a relation of verticality, that is, when there is an upper location, such as that of a book on a table (Figure 2 ). We can find static situations or situations that imply any type of movement that ends on the landmark. In many of the examples of meanings 1 and 2 we may translate ἐπί in English as 'on', in Spanish sobre, French sur, German auf, Italian su, etc., but one should always bear in mind that these prepositions may indicate superior location as well as contact with the surface, regardless of the orientation. So, in the poster that we put on the wall we have meaning 1, but when we put a book on the table we have meaning 2.
From a given moment, the genitive is used, a case that was available, since ἐπί never had ablative uses, in order to specify the superior location, with vertical orientation. 4 The substitution of one case for another is clearly in development in Homer, with around 180 examples of ἐπί + gen. in local uses compared to more than 700 of ἐπί + dat. But in addition, the construction with the genitive will also assume other meanings originally typical of the dative. First of all it will take on meaning 1, of the type ἐπὶ μετώπου beside ἐπὶ μετώπῳ.
3DL meaning 3) ἐπί 'very close to', 'next to', 'by'
This meaning, which is found especially with the dative case, cannot be understood as an evolution from meaning 2, but is easily explained as a metaphoric use of the notion of contact, as Luraghi 5 explains, that is, from meaning 1. This third meaning appears when the landmark is no longer the human body or small objects, but rather three-dimensional elements of greater size, such as ships, houses, or tents (Hom. ἐπὶ νηυσίν, Ar.Eq.1245 al. ἐπὶ ταῖς πύλαις, E.Hec.733 ἐπὶ σκη ναῖς), and the orientation is lateral (Figure 3 ). In turn, the trajector has also changed; in the most cases it consists in human beings settled on the ground. If, as we read in Il.2.877, the Trojans are holding an assembly ἐπὶ Πριάμου θύρῃσι, 4 See Rodríguez Somolinos (2012). 5 "Occurrences where epi with the dative does not imply contact still denote close proximity, and can be understood as based on a metaphor, according to which proximity is equated to physical contact" (Laraghi 2003: 313) . our knowledge of the characteristics of the trajector "men" and of the landmark "door" allows us to interpret that ἐπὶ θύρῃσι can only be 'next to the doors'.
Although with 3DL such as ships or tents the meaning "next to" is especially clear, actually it is much more frequent with 2DL. We will return to this below.
It is important to insist that ἐπί still indicates a very close proximity; ἐπὶ ποταμῷ is 'on the very bank of the river', 'at the edge of the river'. In the same way, ἐπὶ θύρῃσι is not 'near the doors', which would be indicated using παρά or πρός, but rather 'at the doors', Sp. a las puertas (Lat. ad portam, ad portas). Here the equivalence appears with ad, the Latin preposition semantically closest to ἐπί where there is no vertical orientation, both in the locative and lative uses.
Reasons for the disambiguation and preservation of ἐπί + dat. with meaning 2
In our opinion, the construction with the genitive arose to disambiguate the spatial relations represented in 1 and 2. That is, ἐπί + genitive is a marked term that specifies vertical orientation, in opposition to ἐπί + dative, which represents any location with contact. Why is the need felt to specify that there is a vertical orientation? The answer is easy: because there are landmarks that have more than one surface, that is 3DL, where there may be and in fact there is ambiguity, since the trajector may be "on top of" it (2), or "adhered to" one of its sides (1) or "close to" it (3). The most representative case is that of the ships, because it is the one that in Homer presents a clear systematization: ἐπὶ νηυσί is always, around thirty times, 'next to the ships', while ἐπὶ νηῶν is always 'on the ships'. It is clear that if a Trojan warrior falls while fighting ἐπὶ νηυσὶν Ἀχαιῶν (Il.8.380) he does so 'next to the ships of the Achaeans'. But on other occasions the PP ἐπὶ νηυσί can be ambiguous, and in fact continues being so, as we can verify by reading modern translations that often mistakenly interpret it. Nonetheless, the fact is that, independently of the development and expansion of ἐπὶ + genitive, we find many cases in which the construction with the dative continues indicating superior location. As Ruijgh saw and our explanation of the facts fully confirms, the PP ἐπὶ χθονί in Homer is, as opposed to ἐπὶ χθονός, an archaism. But if we take into account certain circumstances we will see that the question is more complex than it appears, and that the label of "archaism" or "poetic archaism" is insufficient to explain all the cases.
In Homer and the later poetry of epic influence there are, in effect, many cases. But the fact is that ἐπί + dative continues being used to indicate the upper location ('on', 'on top of') throughout the entire history of the Greek language, parallel to the progressive extension of ἐπί + genitive, and coexisting with the meaning of ἐπί + dat. supposedly typical of the Ionic-Attic and the koiné, which is meaning 3 'next to'. On one side it appears not only in epic poetry but also in lyric, tragedy, comedy, as well as in Hellenistic and imperial poetry: S.Ant.134 ἐπὶ γᾷ πέσε '(he) fell on the ground', E.Heracl.75 τὸν γέροντα . . . ἐπὶ πέδῳ χύμενον 'the old man lying on the ground', Ar.Ach.1158 ἐπὶ τραπέζῃ 'on the table', A.R.3.1159 ἐπὶ χθαμαλῷ σφέλαϊ 'on a low footstool', Q.S.6.649 ἐπὶ ψαμάθοισι πεσόντες 'falling down upon the sands', etc. However, it also appears here and there in practically all the Ionic and Attic prose, as well as in the later prose: Hdt.5.12 ἄγγος ἐπὶ τῇ κε φαλῇ ἔχουσαν 'bearing a vessel on her head', Pl.Prt.315d παρεκά θηντο δὲ αὐτῷ ἐπὶ ταῖς πλησίον κλίναις 'they were sitting by him on the couches near', Arist.Mete.341 b 9 τὸ . . . ἐπὶ τῇ γῇ ὑγρόν 'the dampness on (the surface) of the earth', Plb.3.55.2 ἐπὶ τῇ γῇ, Plb.1.23.6 ἐπὶ τοῖς καταστρώμασι 'on the deck' of a ship, Paus.5.22.2 βάθρον ἐστὶ . . . καὶ ἀγάλματα ἐπ' αὐτῷ 'there is a pedestal and statues on it', etc.
If we ask ourselves why both constructions, one old and another new, coexist with the same meaning 2, when the new one has come to replace the older one in order to avoid ambiguities, we can only answer that the older one continues being used only where there is no ambiguity. We can verify this by classifying the types of landmarks that appear in PP with the dative with meaning 2:
a) The earth's surface. The most frequent case in which ἐπί + dative presents meaning 2 'on', 'on top of' is undoubtedly where the landmark is one of the names of the earth. Our next question will logically be: why is there no ambiguity in the PP ἐπὶ χθονί or in its equivalents ἐπὶ γῇ, ἐπὶ πέδῳ, etc.?
The reason lies in the fact that the landmark "the earth" (which from the human point of view is two dimensional, that is, constitutes a surface) has the exceptional property, in comparison to other 2DL, of being unlimited, that is, it lacks ends or limits. Or, if it has them, they are too far distant from the most frequent spatial situations described in the PP. That is to say, the landmark constitutes in itself a surface and only a surface. If a warrior falls wounded to the ground, there is no other location possible for this human trajector than the upper surface, which is the only one, of the earth. Since there is no ambiguity, in this case it is not necessary to create an opposition equivalent to ἐπὶ νηυσί / ἐπὶ νηῶν and it can be still used.
It is important to emphasize that we are not dealing with a meaning other than that typical of ἐπί, meaning number 1. The PP ἐπὶ χθονί, which indicates close contact, assumes in this case an added relation of verticality that is obligatory given the physical features of the landmark, and which is unequivocal because the speaker knows these features. The fact that the trajector is on, on top of the landmark is, in this case, an inevitable consequence of being in contact with it. The same occurs with any other example referring to the earth: in Il.23.876 ἐπὶ γαίῃ . . . πάγη (βέλος) 'the javelin was embedded in the ground' what ἐπί really indicates is the close contact, resulting from an action, between the javelin and the earth; the vertical orientation is cir cums tantial. But it further indicates that it is embedded in the surface, compared to the spear which goes deeper: Il.10.374 ἔγχος . . . ἐν γαίῃ ἐπάγη 'the spear stuck in the ground'. From the synchronic viewpoint we find cases such as these, above all, in Homer and Herodotus, and we interpret them as synonyms of ἐπί + gen. meaning 'on, on top of'. However, at least in their origin, they are not synonyms.
We now understand why ἐπὶ χθονί and similar PP constitute the most frequent case in which ἐπί + dative has meaning 2. But we have seen that this is actually an exceptional case. What happens with the 3DL, where there may be more than one surface or more than one side on which to locate the landmark? Is there no ambiguity in them either? Why?
Reviewing the above examples and adding some others, it is possible to see how it deals in general with landmarks that contain a horizontal surface and possibly others, but usually without introducing ambiguity, either due to the shape of the landmark, which is known, or due to the linguistic or extralinguistic context of the PP. We may organize them in three groups: b) Parts of the human body "on" or "in" which things may be supported or carried in a relation of verticality: the head, shoulders, and knees:
(1) Il.22.500f. ὃς . . . ἑοῦ ἐπὶ γούνασι πατρὸς . . . ἔδεσκε 'who used to eat upon his father's knees'
(2) S.Tr.562f. κἀμὲ . . . φέρων ἐπ' ὤμοις 'also carrying me on his shoulders (Nesus to Deyanira)' (3) Hdt.5.12 τὴν ἀδελφὴν ἐπ' ὕδωρ ἔπεμπον ἄγγος ἐπὶ τῇ κεφαλῇ ἔχουσαν 'they sent his sister in search of water, with a vessel on her head' c) Names of seats. This is, statistically, the most frequent case after the ones that involve the earth: Il.6.354 ἕζεο τῷδ' ἐπὶ δίφρῳ 'sit on this chair ', Il.8.436, al. αὐταὶ δὲ χρυσέοισιν ἐπὶ κλισμοῖσι κάθιζον 'they sat down on golden thrones' (compare the ge nitive in, for example, Od.17.602 ἕζετ' . . . ἐπὶ δίφρου, Il.1.536 καθέζετ' ἐπὶ θρόνου). Regardless of the fact that upon occasion the seat may have more than one surface, as a human trajector always appears and the verb always means 'to sit', 'to be seated', or 'to get somebody to sit', there is no possible ambiguity. When one wants to specify that the trajector is by the seat, another preposition is used (Od.21.434 πὰρ θρόνον ἑστήκει 'he stand by the throne'). d) Names of other objects that constitute horizontal surfaces whose specific function is to sustain or carry things, or to serve as a base for other things: bases and pedestals, tables and trays. Here again there is no confusion, because the knowledge of the form and function of the landmark, with the help of context, prevents it: Hdt.2.176 ἐπὶ δὲ τῷ αὐτῷ βάθρῳ ἑστᾶσι . . . δύο κολοσσοί 'on the same pedestal there are two colossi'. When Aristophanes and other comic poets speak of food ἐπὶ τραπέζῃ / ἐπὶ τρα πέζαις we will always correctly understand the PP as 'on the table' (Ar. Ach.1158, Telecl.1.7, etc.) . This explains why still in the Gospel the head of the Baptist is presented to Salome ἐπὶ πίνακι 'on a tray' (Eu. Matt.14.8, 11, Eu.Marc.6.25, 28) .
But, in spite of everything, with certain landmarks that have more than one surface or more than one side, the two meanings are still possible, sometimes the two are documented in contemporary texts and, depending on the context and the type of trajector, may lead to ambiguity. Identified ambivalences are, for example, the PP ἐπὶ τραπέζῃ / τραπέζαις, which means 'next to the table' (of the money-changers) in Pl.Hip.Mi.368b and the Attic orators. The meaning arises from the general context and from the type of trajector, which now is human. In a similar way, ἐπὶ πυρί will be 'on the fire', 'in the fire' when speaking of fish that are being roasted (Hdt.9.120 οἱ τάριχοι ἐπὶ τῷ πυρὶ κείμενοι 'the dried fishes lying on the fire') but it will be 'next to the fire' when speaking of the soldiers that stand night watch (X.An.4.2.14 ὑπὲρ τῆς ἐπὶ τῷ πυρὶ . . . φυλακῆς 'above the guard post . . . by the fire').
The clearest example of ambivalence and ambiguity concerns the altars. Normally we will not find problems in interpreting ἐπὶ βωμῷ, ἐπὶ βωμοῖς as 'on the altar', 'in the altar' when the trajector consists of victims: Hdt.4.35 τῶν μηρίων καταγιζομένων ἐπὶ τῷ βωμῷ 'of the thighbones burnt on the altar'. If the trajector is human the meaning of the PP will change, and necessarily will mean 'next to the altar': A.Suppl.694 ἐπὶ βωμοῖς μοῦσαν θείατ' ἀοιδοί 'let the singers offer their muse (that is, let them sing) next to the altars'. The issue may become complicated, if the victims, still alive, are 'next to the altar': Plb.16.25.7 ἐπὶ δὲ πᾶσι θύματα τοῖς βωμοῖς παραστήσαντες. And finally, there are examples where the ambiguity is unavoidable, and it is difficult to decide. In Od.3.273 μηρί' ἔκηε θεῶν ἱεροῖς ἐπὶ βωμοῖς are the thighs 'on the altar' or is the subject -Aegistus -the one who burns the thighs 'next to the altar'? Some PP are unanimously understood as 'on top of', but they are much more likely to indicate proximity. An Attic author such as Xenophon, if he uses the dative to explain that in Armenia ἐπὶ ταῖς πλείσταις οἰκίαις τύρσεις ἐπῆσαν (An.4.4.3) it is because he wants to emphasize that in that land the majority of the houses had towers attached, "adhered" to the houses, not on top of them, as all the translators interpret it. In general, and regardless of the fact that there are ambiguous cases, it is usual to ignore meaning 3), which leads to many wrong interpretations in translations, commentaries, and bibliography in general.
ἐπί + dative in other types of landmark
Along with the four types (a-d) of landmarks that we have seen (3DL + the earth), there are three other groups of examples of ἐπί + dative in which the PP is always interpreted according to meaning 2 'on', 'on top of', with vertical direction. The three constitute, actually, the most frequent types and the most persistent landmarks with which this meaning appears, and in none of them does there seem to be, in principle, any possible ambiguity: e) In the first group the landmark is a place name, which normally is on the earth or on any type of ground, for example, of a building. οὔτ' ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς νεοττεύει οὔτ' ἐπὶ τοῖς δένδρεσι 'neither does it build its nest on the ground nor on the trees'
It is surprising that no attention has ever been paid to the fact that ἐπί is the preposition systematically used when speaking of capes, when speaking of mountaintops or treetops, and with the place names that we have gathered in group e). Either with the dative or the genitive, the use of ἐπί in these cases is nearly constant and very persistent, as we have said, since we continue to find it abundantly used in all times.
In order to explain the reason, we should be aware of a common circumstance to all the landmarks of groups e), f), and g), which have never been related to each other until now, and this circumstance is that they all refer to ends. So, in group e) we have different names that refer to the end or edge of a limited 2D space. In group f) we have the location at the end of projections of land that enter the sea. In group g) the PP indicates a location on top of an elevated element in a vertical position, perpendicular to the horizontal axis of the earth.
In the traditional interpretation of these landmarks only the vertical orientation has been taken into account, and for this reason it has been thought that they always represent the same spatial situation existing in ἐπὶ χθονί, ἐπὶ γούνασι or ἐπὶ πίνακι. That is to say, it has been understood that the trajector is over a surface or a point on a surface. The only appre ciable difference is that in groups e) and f) the translation 'on' is not always suitable for place names, especially im the case of proper names, as happens with capes. For this reason, other translations are usually chosen: 'in' and 'at' (Fr. en, à, Sp. en, etc.).
Actually, in order to interpret correctly these three groups of PP, it is essential to dispense with the orientation and pay attention to the dimensionality of the landmarks, but not necessarily as we see them, but rather as they are conceptualized. With the landmarks of group e) -a beach, a territory, a room -it is clear that they are 2D spaces, and the trajector is located on some point of them. But we are not dealing here with unlimited surfaces such as the earth; we now face limited two-dimensional spaces, such as a piece of land or a fabric, and as they are limited there are more possible locations for the trajector other than the upper surface; there are the borders, ends or limits.
Less evident is the dimensionality of groups f) and g). However, if we leave the orientation apart, as we have seen it is a secondary element, we will observe that they are conceived as an identical type of landmark: something lengthened at whose end the trajector is located. The location is no longer on a surface, but rather at an end as in the previous group. But this is not the end of a 2D space, but the end of an element conceived as 1D, like a line, that is, its end, extremity, top, point, etc. (Sp. punta or cabo < *Lat. caput). For this reason we will study each group of examples within the sections corresponding to 2DL and 1DL, comparing them with other unequivocal examples in which the orientation cannot interfere.
Locative meanings of ἐπί with limited two-dimensional landmarks
The study of countless examples has allowed us to conclude that when ἐπί is joined to a limited 2DL in the dative it never indicates a location 'on', 'on top of' the surface delimi ted by its borders, but a location 'in contact with', 'close to' these borders. This implies that one must consider misunderstood the examples of PP with 2DL interpreted with vertical orientation. For example, in the entry ἐπί of LSJ, within the section "B with Dative, I of Places upon just like the gen." three examples appear as "of places, mostly in ἐπὶ . . . τῇ χώρῃ Hdt.5.77, τἀπὶ Tροίᾳ πέργαμα S.Ph.353, ἐπ' ἐσχάτοις τόποις S.Tr.1100." The third example is among those that we have just seen, with names of ends, and of the second we will speak below. As for the first, the study of the use of ἐπί + dat. in Herodotus and the existence of very close parallels have led us to consider it an abstract, not spatial, usage. 6
2DL meaning 1) ἐπί 'in contact with the end of', 'next to the edge of'
We can see this meaning, in principle, as the necessary adaptation for limited 2DL of the basic meaning of ἐπί that we have established above. It is clear that the translation will normally be 'in' in the case of terrestrial landmarks and 'at the edge of', or 'next to' in the case of aquatic landmarks. It is possible that, precisely in order to avoid ambiguities, there are virtually no PP where ἐπί is directly joined to a non-aquatic 2DL in the dative, without a noun or adjective that specifies the location in the extremity. The best example is ἁ ἐπ' ἀγορᾷ δέπυρα 'the bridge at the end of the agora' in ICr.4.43Bb.5 (Gortyna V B.C.). It is usual, as we have already seen in the examples of group e), for the landmarks to be names of ends or limits of a 2D space, which in turn constitute lines of separation between two 2D spaces: thus the coastline is both the end of the land and the border between the land and the sea, the threshold is the line of separation between one room and another, etc. These terms may be of two types: a) Names of elements that may constitute a limit or border such as Hom. βηλός, θίς, ῥηγμιν-, already mentioned, and other nouns of this type with which ἐπί, not ἐν is systematically used (οὐδός, θρωσμός, etc.), and that are mostly archaic and/or poetic terms. Although in some cases we do not know their etymology, all of them must be interpreted as elements that may serve as a limit or border between two 2D planes. The same happens with the threshold in the phrase ἐπὶ γήραος οὐδῷ (Il.22.60, Od.15.348, Hdt.3.14, etc.) , where οὐδός is -figurativelythe line that marks the end of old age and the beginning of death, conceived as 2D physical spaces.
b) More frequently they are names with the meaning of 'limit', 'border', or 'frontier': especially ἐσχατιά, the neutr. plu. ἔσχατα, ὅρος, τέρμα, ἄνδηρον, χεῖλος. The use of the adjective ἔσχατος begins with A.Pr.666 γῆς ἐπ' ἐσχάτοις ὅροις 'at the farthest limits of the earth', recharacterizing a landmark that in itself is an extremity.
These and other examples seem to reflect the inherited idea that a person or thing cannot be ἐν the line that limits a two-dimensional plane or that separates two planes, but that they must necessarily be set on it (ἐπί) but at one side or the other (Figure 4 ). This explains why a PP such as ἐν ἐσχάτοις does not appear until Euripides, and that this type is always much less frequent than the type ἐπ' ἐσχάτοις, ἐπ' ἐσχάτων. Naturally, this is not our way of seeing things, and there is no reason for our modern languages to be forced to reproduce this conceptual view. Therefore, we normally translate ἐπ' ἐσχατιῇ, ἐπὶ τοῖς ὅροις as 'at the end', 'at the bor der', ἐπ' οὐδῷ as 'on the threshold', etc. Surprisingly, the use of the genitive with 2DL does have some development without a disambiguating element of this type, although all the examples come from prose writers of the classical era, especially Attic ones. It is the type τὰ ἐπὶ Θρᾴκης, which appears repeatedly in Thucydides and in Xenophon meaning 'the (Greek) areas' or 'cities in contact with the border of Thrace', that is 'the areas or cities bordering Thrace'. It is surprising because, as occurs with the dative, with the genitive this PP can create confusion if the dimensionality is not taken into account, which is the norm. The example mentioned is clear and well-known, but in other cases there is constant confusion in the modern translations: Isoc.12.103 τοὺς ἐπὶ τῆς Ἀσίας κατοικῦντας really 'those (Greek) who are settled by the borders of (non Greek areas of) Asia', Hdt.5.89 ἐπὶ τῆς ἀγορῆς 'on the limit of the agora', 'by the agora', etc.
Except for these cases, which should be interpreted as an Attic development, it is usual that the same disambiguators appear with the genitive case as we have seen, which indicates that the location is exactly "at the very end of" the landmark. These constructions are much less frequent than with the dative, but are documented since Homer: Od.5.489, 18.358 ἀγροῦ ἐπ' ἐσχατιῆς, Pl.Lg.842e ἐπ' ἐσχατιᾶς κεκτημένος 'being the proprietor at the border'.
For all of the above, it is easy to understand why the most frequent 2DL with this meaning are aquatic: because normally the context will prevent understanding a location other than the border, and it will not be necessary to use a disambiguator. To confirm this, some examples are sufficient: Il.5.598 ὡς δ' ὅτ' ἀνὴρ . . . στήῃ ἐπ' ὠκυρόῳ ποταμῷ 'by a swift-streaming river', Pi.N.9.22 ἐπ' Ἀλφεῷ ἄλσος 'a forest near the Alpheus', Th.1.58 τὰς ἐπὶ θαλάσσῃ πόλεις 'the coastal cities', Hdt.9.16 στρατὸν . . . ἐπὶ τῷ ποταμῷ στρατοπεδευό μενον 'an army encamped by the river'. With the genitive we very seldom find this usage; it appears occasionally in classical prose and in later times: Hdt.3.5 τὰ ἐμπόρια τὰ ἐπὶ θαλάσσης, X.An.4.3.28 αὐτοῦ μεῖναι ἐπὶ τοῦ ποταμοῦ μὴ διαβάντας 'remaining there by the river without crossing', D.18.116 ἡ ἐπὶ τοῦ ποταμοῦ μάχη 'the battle by the river'.
2DL meaning 2) ἐπί 'next to'
The second meaning with 2DL 'next to', 'close to' is really very close to the previous one. In fact, in the majority of the cases that we have seen, the most appropriate translation would also be 'next to', 'close to', because if we want to search for a more exact translation that specifies the contact existing between the trajector and the end of a two-dimensional landmark, we would have to turn to complicated and uneconomic periphrases.
The reason for distinguishing a second metaphorical meaning is to make room for certain cases in which there is very close proximity but no contact. The proof that this is the result of a metaphorical process starting with meaning 1, equivalent to what we have esta bli shed with the 3DL, is in the fact that the contact with the end of the 2DL is no longer as important, but rather the proximity. The cases are usually misunderstood as "in" in the modern translations, a mistake that in this case has greater consequences, because it is not the same to be "in" a city as "next to" it.
We occasionally find this meaning with names of cities, for example in Th.4.14 ἐμενον κατὰ χώραν ἐπὶ τῇ Πύλῳ 'they remained in the territory next to Pylos' and Paus.1.27.5 Λακεδαιμονίων ἐπὶ Γυθίῳ τὰ νεώρια ἐνέπρησε 'set the arsenals on fire of the Lacademonians next to Gythium'. Another more evident use is with islands that are 'next to' the coast (Th.4.54 ἐπὶ τῇ Λακωνικῇ (νῆσος) 'an island near the laconian coast' or next to another island: Hdt.7.6 αἱ ἐπὶ Λήμνῳ (Λήμνου códs.) ἐπικείμεναι νῆσοι 'the islands lying near Lemnos'.
Actually, in these cases the dimensionality with which the two types of landmarks, city or island/coast of the continent are conceptualized, is debatable. I have included them among the 2DL because the landmarks related to the earth or to places are normally considered 2DL, not 3DL. However, it makes no difference in practice, because the location in both cases will be the same and so will the translation.
Locative meanings of ἐπί with one-dimensional landmarks
In order to explain the uses and meanings of ἐπί with 1DL, one must turn to the afore-mentioned phe no menon of "geometric idealization," which consists in the simpli fication of the dimensions and shapes of actual structures. Since Talmy (1983) it is considered that in all the spatial relations expressed by PP, as well as in the elements that take part in them, conceptual frames are applied that contain relatively basic geometric ideas. In turn, the idealization forms part, along with abstraction and selection, of a more complex process: schematization, "a process that involves the systematic selection of certain aspects of a referent scene to represent the whole, disregarding the remaining aspects" (Talmy 1983: 225; cf. Herskovits 1998) . We believe that the local uses of ἐπί reflect a typical process of geometric idealization by which many 3D referents that present a much larger dimension than the other two are conceptualized as 1D; 7 that is, a linelike geometric scheme of them is elaborated mentally. This is what happens with objects with a long shape such as a sword, a staff, a belt or a finger; also, as we have advanced, with vertical elements of a larger size such as a tree, a mound, a tower or a mountain, and finally with some special geographic elements like capes for their size and their horizontal direction.
Starting from this premise, as for the 1DL we must distinguish three meanings, which are related in a similar way as are the three meanings with 3DL. The first of them is probably the worst understood up to now.
1DL meaning 1) ἐπί 'in contact with the end of', 'adhered to the point of', 'on the point of'
As we can see, the meaning is basically the same as in 2DL, but the shape and dimensionality of the landmark have changed, for which reason the end in contact with the trajector is different. It is no longer a line that delimits a surface, that is, an edge, but a point at the end of a 1D element or conceptualized in this way: the point of a spear or of a sword, the end of a cape, etc. (Figure 5 ). Objects such as these constitute the first group of landmarks that we find, in a type of PP almost exclusive of Homer and Herodotus.
There are few examples in which the preposition is joined directly to the landmark, but they are the ones that provide the key to understanding the meaning of ἐπί with all the types of 1D landmarks. We start with the clearest of them: Herodotus (1.195), describing the attire of the Babylonians, tells us that each one of them carries a seal and a σκῆπτρον χειροποίητον, 'a hand-sculpted staff'. Then he adds that ἐπ' ἑκάστῳ δὲ σκήπτρῳ ἔπεστι πεποιημένον ἢ μῆλον ἢ ῥόδον. The majority of the modern translations reflect the idea that the staff is in a vertical position and above him, a fruit is represented on its upper part ('on', auf, sur, su/in cima a, sobre) . Another group of translations opts for indicating a general location in, nel, en the staff. Ruijgh (1994: 135) , aware that the apple constitutes the handle of the staff, because the Babylonian staffs are in fact like that, won-7 See Talmy (1983 Talmy ( , 2000 , Vandeloise (1991: 5ss., 32ss.) , Herskovits (1986: 40ss.) . ders why what is "above the scepter" is expressed with the dative and not with the genitive. In accordance with his idea that the meaning PRES indicates lateral direction, he explains it by thinking that the use of the dative reflects a horizontal visualization: "ἐπί + dat. (all. an) désigne le rapport horizontal entre la pomme fixée à l'extrémité du bâton et le bâton proprement dit." Paradoxically, Ruijgh gives the exact translation of the PP "fixée à l'extrémité du bâton" within his explanation, but to see it he would have had to dispense with the orientation and have turned to dimensionality.
The solution is reached by understanding that the preposition ἐπί joined with a 1D landmark by itself means 'in contact with the end of', 'next to the end of', 'at the end of', as happened in the 2DL with ἐπ' ἀγορᾷ in the Crete inscription. In Homer there is a precious example in the passage in which Priam's sons prepare the chariot for their father. After taking out the pieces of the chariot, the assembly of the yoke is described (Il.24.271-273, translation of Murray-Wyatt except words marked in bold): καὶ τὸ μὲν (sc. ζυγὸν) εὖ κατέθηκαν ἐϋξέστῳ ἐπὶ ῥυμῷ, πέζῃ ἐπὶ πρώτῃ, ἐπὶ δὲ κρίκον ἔστορι βάλλον, τρὶς δ' ἑκάτερθεν ἔδησαν ἐπ' ὀμφαλόν, . . . 'The yoke they set with care at the end of the polished pole at its farthest end, and cast the ring on the peg, and they bound it fast to the knob with three turns to left and right, . . .'
The majority of translations usually turn to on the pole, sul timone, sobre el timón and equivalents to translate ἐπὶ ῥυμῷ; the French translators usually combine the two PP in a single one εὐξέστῳ ἐπὶ ῥυμῷ and πέζῃ ἐπὶ πρώτῃ (sur le bout d'avant du timon poli; tout à l'avant du timon poli). In our opinion ἐπὶ ῥυμῷ means 'at the end of the pole' regardless of the orientation, as Homer clarifies by adding πέζῃ ἐπὶ πρώτῃ 'at the farthest end'. It is clear that the placement of the yoke implies some type of vertical movement from above downwards, but this movement is indicated by the preverb of κατέθηκε, not by the PP.
But perhaps this usage will be clearer in the examples of the verb ἔπειμι with the dative in the sense of 'to be at the end of', that is 'to have at the end'. Thus Herodotus, describing the weapons of the barbarians, provides us with several examples: in 7.78 the Moschoi carry αἰχμὰς σμικράς, λόγχαι δ' ἐπῆσαν μεγάλαι 'short spears, but with long points at the end' and in 7.69 we have in the same paragraph two examples referring to the weapons of the Ethiopians: καλαμίνους ὀϊστοὺς σμικρούς, ἀντὶ δὲ σιδήρου ἐπῆν λίθος ὀξὺς πεποιημένος, . . . πρòς δὲ αἰχμὰς εἶχον, ἐπὶ δὲ κέρας δορκάδος ἐπῆν ὀξὺ πεποιημένον τρόπον λόγχης 'short arrows made of cane, but instead of iron on their point there was a sharpened stone . . . they also had spears and at the ends they had a gazelle's horn sharp-ened like a lance'. 8 This use is already found in Homer when he speaks of a key that was made in bronze but κώπη δ' ἐλέφαντος ἐπῆεν 'had a bronze handle at the end' (Od.21.7).
As happened with the 2DL, it is more usual for a disambiguator to appear that serves to specify the location at the end. And the most common disambiguator, almost exclusive, for 1DL is the adjective ἄκρος, and in particular the PP with the substantivated neutral form ἐπ' ἄκρῳ and the name of the object in the genitive, if it is not implicit. Already in Homer there are two examples. In the first one this disambiguator appears with a well-known landmark for us, the pole of the chariot, which helps to confirm our interpretation of that example: Il.5.730 ἐπ' ἄκρῳ δῆσε χρύσειον . . . ζυγόν '(she) tied the golden yoke on to the end (of the pole)'. In the second one we see how ἐπ' ἄκρῳ 'on the point', depends on an adjective indicating shape: Od.9.382 μοχλὸν ἑλόν τες ἐλάϊνον, ὀξὺν ἐπ' ἄκρῳ 'taking a stake of olive-wood, sharpened at the point'. 9 Other early examples of ἐπ' ἄκρῳ 'on the point' are Hdt.7.85 σειρὰς ἐπ' ἄκρῳ βρόχους ἐχούσας, 4.195 ἐπ' ἄκρῳ (sc. κοντοῦ) μυρσίνην προσδήσαντες.
There are isolated attempts to use the genitive in similar cases. This seems the best way to understand Hdt.4.10 ζωστῆρα ἔχοντα ἐπ' ἄκρης τῆς συμβολῆς φιάλην 'and a belt with a phiale at the end of its clasp', and the only way to understand Ael.NA 17.44 ἐπ' ἄκρας τῆς ῥινὸς τὸ κέρας φέρει '(the rhinoceros) bears it horn at the top of its nose'. We also find ἐπ' ἄκρου for ἐπ' ἄκρῳ depending on a participle or adjective: Hp.Fist.4, μήλην κασσιτερινὴν ἐπ' ἄκρου τετρημένην 'a tin probe perforated at the tip', Dsc.4.144 φύλλον . . . ὀξὺ ἐπ' ἄκρου 'a leaf . . . sharp at its point'.
1DL meaning 2) ἐπί 'in contact with the top of', 'at the upper end of', 'on', 'on top of', 'in'
We have already observed that in different landmarks that constitute vertically elevated elements, such as mountains, trees or towers, the usual preposition for specifying the position of the trajector on their top is ἐπί and rarely ἐν, especially in the first centuries of Greek literature. In addition we have observed that in these circumstances the use of ἐπί + dat. persists over a long time, alternating with ἐπί + genitive, increasingly more frequent.
We have also proposed that all this is explained as a result of the same geometric idealization of these landmarks that are raised from the ground as 1D bodies. By being conceptualized in this way, the preposition ἐπί is used for any trajector which is at its peak. As occurred with the 3DL, the verticality of the landmark with respect to the earth imposes a vertical orientation in the spatial relation that is established between them. And, as in the previous case, the exact original meaning of the preposition is 'at the end of', in this case 'at the (upper) end of' (Figure 6 ). But we do not share this conceptual view; for us, elements such as a mountain or a tower are not one-dimensional. The translation may already be simply 'on', 'on top of' or 'in', as with the 3DL, and for this reason these cases have usually been assimilated to them.
In this case there may not be a disambiguator, because it is not necessary: ἐπ' ὄρει, ἐπ' ὄρους, etc., E.Ιο.871 τὴν ἐπ' ἐμοῖς σκοπέλοισι θεάν 'the goddess who lives on the peak of my rock', etc. Trees are another usual landmark: Theoc.5.47 ταὶ δ' ἐπὶ δένδρει ὄρνιχες 'the birds on the tree', but already Il.3.152 τέττιγες . . . δενδρέῳ ἐφεζόμενοι 'cicadae . . . sitting on a tree'. However, disambiguators also appear when trying to specify that the peak is being referred to: Il.5.523 νεφέλῃσιν . . . ἐπ' ἀκροπόλοισιν ὄρεσσιν 'clouds . . . on the highest top of the mountains', Il.2.793 τύμβῳ ἐπ' ἀκροτάτῳ 'on the topmost part of the grave', Sapph.44Aa.6 ὀρέων κορύφαισ' ἔπι 'on the peaks of the mountains', X.Vect.4.44 ἐπὶ τῷ ὑψηλοτάτῳ Βήσης 'on the highest part of Besa', Ar.Nub.270 ἐπ' Ὀλύμπου κορυφαῖς 'on the summits of the Olympus', Str.5.4.8 ἔστι δὲ ἐπ' ἄκρῳ μὲν Ἀθήνας ἱερὸν 'there is a temple of Athena on the top' (that is, the Parthenon), Paus.1.42.4 ἐπὶ τῇ κορυφῇ τῆς ἀκροπόλεως 'on the summit of the acropolis'. Also with trees, since Homer: Il.4.484 ὄζοι ἐπ ἀκροτάτῃ (sc. αἰγείρῳ) πεφύασι 'branches sprout on the highest part (of the poplar)'.
This explains, finally, the use of ἐπί with other landmarks where the onedimensional conceptualization is more difficult for us to see, especially concerning cities. But it deals with elevated cities, acropoles, as the context indicates. This happens with τἀπὶ Tροίᾳ πέργαμα (S.Ph.353), normally understood as a special case of ἐπί + dat. 'on', with the name of a city, translatable as 'in', which would be completely exceptional. Actually, ἐπὶ Τροίᾳ must be seen as 1DL, in- dicating 'at the highest part of Troy', 'at the top of Troy' which we know is an acropolis, so it also receives the names of Πέργαμα, Πέργαμον, Πέργαμα Τροίας, etc. Homer presents a similar example but with a disambiguator: Il.5.460 ἐφέζετο (sc. Ἀπόλλων) Περγάμῳ ἄκρῃ 'Apollo seated at the height of Pergamon'.
As in these cases ἐπί indicates location at the end, we understand that the preposition ἐν does sometimes appear with a landmark such as the mountains. There may be this geometric conceptualization as a 1D element, but there may be others, since a mountain may have more places where a landmark can be located. For this reason, in Hesiod Gaia can hide her son Zeus in a cave ζαθέης ὑπὸ κεύθεσι γαίης, Αἰγαίῳ ἐν ὄρει 'in the depths of the earth, in the Aegean mountain' (Hes. Th.481), or the exiles that took refuge in the mountain may be οἱ ἐν τῷ ὄρει φυγάδες (Th.4.2.3). It is logical that the Parthenon is situated ἐπὶ τῇ κορυφῇ τῆς ἀκροπόλεως (Paus.1.42.4) οr ἐπ' ἄκρῳ μὲν Ἀθήνας (Str.5.4.8), but an acropolis is also a city, which constitutes a large space where any type of general or particular location is possible. For that reason, the PP ἐν πόλει ἄκρῃ 'in/at the acropolis' is usual since Homer, as ἐν τῇ ἀκροπόλει is since Pindar. It also seems logical that ἐν appears when the landmark is plural, indicating a broader localization. For this, we find ἐν κορυφῇς, ἐν κορυφαῖς since Homer. With the adjective ἄκρος the preposition ἐν appears for the first time in Aeschylus in plural: A.Pr.143 σκοπέλοις ἐν ἄκροις, 366 κορυφαῖς ἐν ἄκραις.
1DL meaning 3) ἐπί + dative 'at the end of' a cape or headland
We distinguish this meaning from number 1 for this specific type of geographic landmark because we cannot consider that there is the same relation between a wooden arrow and the metal point that is attached to it, on the one hand, and between a cape and the temple or the city that is at its edge, on the other hand. Almost without exception, when one speaks in Greek of something located on a cape, a headland, or any projection of the coast, the preposition ἐπί is used with the dative. And, by metaphoric extension, for any trajector located "next to" or "very close to" a cape, normally in the sea -an anchored fleet, a naval battle -, ἐπί is also used. It can only be explained by the same process of geometric idealization that we have seen, according to which a portion of land that projects from the coast and enters the sea is interpreted as a 1D element. And in order to express the location of a trajector that is at its edge, only ἐπί with the dative case can be used.
As we have said, there are practically no exceptions in this case, which we find since Homer (Od.12.251s. ἐπὶ προβόλῳ ἁλιεὺς 'a fisherman on a head-land', Od.24.82 ἀκτῇ ἔπι προυχούσῃ. For example, in Thucydides, where either of the other two meanings of ἐπί + dative with 1DL is lacking, this other meaning appears, probably because the type of landmark prevents any ambiguity: Th.1.30 ἐστρατοπεδεύοντο ἐπὶ Ἀκτίῳ, 3.54 ἐναυμα χήσαμεν ἐπ' Ἀρτεμισίῳ, 8.106 στήσαντες δὲ τροπαῖον ἐπὶ τῇ ἄκρᾳ, etc.
Conclusions
What does ἐπί really mean? Dimensions and limits
From all that we have seen, the conclusion is reached that in the locative uses of the preposition ἐπί there are remnants of a system in which only ἐπί + dative exists to express contact of the trajector with the landmark, in opposition to other prepositions that express different locations without contact or with different degrees of proximity to the landmark. In this system, the specific meaning of ἐπί + dative, that is, the exact localization of the trajector, is deduced (i) from the knowledge of this basic semantic notion of ἐπί and (ii) from the knowledge of the shape and dimensionality of the landmark. The basic locative, not metaphoric, uses of ἐπί + dative must be understood according to the following As we have been seeing, this system was not perfect, since it provided ambiguities with all the types of landmarks. The use of ἐπί + genitive to specify the location on the upper surface of 3DL, with vertical orientation (ἐπὶ θρόνου, ἐπ' ἀπήνης), means the beginning of a new system based on orientation, and this new system gradually superposes the first one based on dimensionality. In this second system, the opposition between ἐπί + dative and ἐπί + genitive (ἐπὶ νηυσί / ἐπί νηῶν, and similar distribution in Ionic-Attic) carries out an important role. With 2DL and 1DL the first system is practically residual in the classical Greek, since there are very few examples in which the preposition or the preverb is used directly without a disambiguator such as ἄκρος, ἔσχατος, etc. But despite this, the second system never managed to drive out the first one completely. With any type of landmark, with the aid of disambiguators and/or the context, and especially in circumstances where there is no possible confusion, there are traces of the first system here and there throughout the history of the Greek language. And the coexistence of both systems never stops producing superpositions, crossovers, diverse anomalies, and consequently ambiguities. The difficulties in understanding the locative uses of ἐπί are due, in the first place, to not having understood the coexistence of both systems. But this, actually, is a consequence of the dissymmetry existing between the conceptual view expressed in this first system -of the referents that take part in the spatial situation and in the same spatial situation -and the conceptual view expressed in the PP with which we try to translate its examples to our languages.
We have already seen how referents that we see as 3D are conceptualized as 1D. We have also observed how in this older system the location at the edge of a 2DL or at the end of a 1D landmark is systematically expressed by ἐπί, with the meaning 'in contact with the end of', 'adhered to the end of'. It cannot be expressed by ἐν, doubtless because the most typical meaning of ἐν, previous to its use to indicate more general localizations, is 'inside of', and it demands a landmark container. But we still have to establish the conceptualization which is perhaps the strangest one to our mental and linguistic structures, as deduced from the table above.
There we can see how identical constructions with ἐπί and dative, in one case with 2DL (ἐπ' ἀγορᾷ) and in another with 1DL (ἐπὶ ῥυμῷ) have the same equivalence for us: 'at the end of' the landmark, because we can assimilate without problems the end of a 2DL and the end of a 1DL, although their shape and dimensionality are different. We visualize the end of a 2DL as a line, and the end of a 1DL as a point, but we give them the same name. The problem is the dissymmetry in the case of the 3DL, where our translation changes: we do not speak of ends but rather of surfaces. However, what in our language is not equivalent is indeed the same in the Greek language, or at least in the spatial view that this PP reflects.
Our idea is that the difficulties in understanding the spatial relations expressed by means of ἐπί result, especially, from not understanding a conceptual view through which the concept of end or limit encompasses ends and limits of 1D bodies and of 2D bodies as well as -and here lies the main difference with European languages -of 3D bodies.
Thus, in modern languages the generic terms serve for the ends of 1D and 2D bodies (Sp. extremo, límite, fin, Fr. extrème, limite, Eng. end, limit, Ger. Ende, etc.) , regardless of the fact that each language may have specific terms for the end of 1D bodies (Eng. top, Fr. bout, extrémité, Sp. cabo, punta) or 2D (Eng. edge, Fr. bord, côté, Sp. borde, orilla, margen, canto, etc.) . However, the generic terms never designate surfaces, because they are not concep tualized as ends.
The opposite view is reflected in the PP with ἐπί regarding 'the farthest end' of something, a view whose original chronological stage we do not know, but which the Greeks inherited in their linguistic structures, without necessarily being always aware of it. All this makes us turn our eyes again towards the "ideal" meaning of ἐπί and obliges us to reformulate it as 'in close contact with the farthest end of' or maybe more exactly 'in close contact with the most external part of', which can make its use with 3DL more understandable. With the 2DL there is no problem in understanding that their limits are the most external part, as with the 1DL. As this conceptual view does not coincide with ours, we need to perform different adaptations to our linguistic structures to represent the meaning of ἐπί with the different types of landmarks, since we do not have a single equivalent for all of them.
It seems logical to think that this conceptualization does not appear only in the PP with ἐπί, and one may wonder if there are other traces of it in the Greek language. Indeed, we can find some amount of evidence that points to it, but the main reflection of this conceptual view is doubtless in the adjective ἄκρος which, as we have seen, plays an important role in the PP with ἐπί. Only by turning to this conceptual view can we understand why the adjective ἄκρος means 'that is at the end or point', its most common meaning, with any orientation, as well as 'that is on the surface', which is surprising for Chantraine (1968: 44) . Thus, in Od.22.278, Amphimedon strikes Telemachus and ἄκρον δὲ ῥινὸν δηλήσατο χαλκός 'the bronze wounded the surface of his skin'. From Homer on the syntagma ἄκρον ὕδωρ 'the surface of the water' is relatively frequent Il.16.162 λάψοντες . . . μέλαν ὕδωρ ἄκρον 'in order (for the wolves) to lick the black surface of the water', Hes.Sc.317 νῆχον ἐπ' ἄκρον ὕδωρ 'they swam over the surface of the water', cf. Mimn.10.5-8, Α.R.4.1615, etc. Also in Pl.Phd.109d τὰ ἄκρα τῆς θαλάττης is 'the surface of the sea'. In S.Tr.678 the wad of wool soaked in poison which Deyanira had rubbed on Heracles' tunic is undone κατ' ἄκρας σπιλάδος 'by the surface of the pavement'. 10 However, what may interest us more is that we also find this adjective or its subs tan ti va ted neuter forms (τὸ ἄκρον, τὰ ἄκρα) referring to the ends of some two-di men sional re fe rents. Although this is less frequent, there are clear examples such as S.Ant.1197 σῷ . . . ἑσπόμην πόσει πεδίον ἐπ' ἄκρον 'I accompanied your wife to the ends of the plain', X.Cyn.10.2.6 ἐπ' ἄκροις δὲ δακτυλίους ἐχέτωσαν (sc. αἱ ἄρκυς) 'let they have rings on its edges (the nets)', E.Med.524 ἄκροισι λαίφους κρασπέδοις 'with the ends of the edge of the sail', Plb.1.42.2 πρὸς τὴν λοιπὴν Ἑλλάδα καὶ τὰ ταύτης ἄκρα 'with respect to the rest of Greece and its borders', LXX Agg.2.12 τὸ ἄκρον τοῦ ἱματίου 'the edge of the dress ', etc. 11 There is even one example in Homer, not always well understood: οὐδέ οἱ ἵπποι τόλμων ὠκύποδες, μάλα δὲ χρεμέτιζον ἐπ' ἄκρῳ χείλει ἐφεσταότες 'not even their swift horses dared, they neighed, stopped next to the farthest edge' of a pit (Il.12.50). That is, the horses are ἐπὶ χείλει 'on the edge' of the land, a border that limits the land and separates it from the pit. But the adjective ἄκρος is added to insist on it being 'right on the very edge', 'on the most extreme part of that border'. It can no longer surprise us that the preposition used in this and other examples is ἐπί.
It would be interesting to explore how far in time this conceptual view can go back, comparing, from this new point of view, the forms apparently related to ἐπί in other languages, as well as any other reflection of it. As a first step, we can turn to a family of Latin terms to illustrate this conceptualization, since we observe traces of it in the evidence of terms such as extremus, which is just the superlative of exter/exterus, with the suffix *-ter, that is, 'which is in the outer part', cf. adv. extra 'outside', 'in the exterior'. However, Eng. extremity and extreme, as adjective and noun, and its equivalents in other modern languages are usually limited to the 1D and 2D scope. On the contrary, the compar. Lat. exterior 'which is farther out' is used in the modern languages, as adjective and noun, in the 3D scope. In fact, as a noun the exterior can designate the surface of an object or geometric body.
Diachronic view
As we have seen, the new system based on the use of the genitive to specify the superior location, with vertical orientation, had without doubt its origin in the need to solve am bi gui ties in PP with certain 3DL such as the ships, the altars or the tables. In Homer we find diffe rent cases of this type apart from ἐπὶ νηῶν, but we find also the genitive in these cases that allows preserving the dative because they do not provoke ambiguity, which leads to the coexistence of ἐπὶ χθονί and ἐπὶ χθονός, ἐπὶ δίφρῳ and ἐπὶ δίφρου, etc. And we even find the genitive in spatial situations where there is no verticality but rather support, pressure or momentary contact produced by an impulse, where one could hope to find the dative (Il.22.225 στῆ δ' ἄρ' ἐπὶ μελίης . . . ἐρεισθείς 'stood leaning on the spear', Il.1.46 ἔκλαγξαν δ' ἄρ' ὀϊστοὶ ἐπ' ὤμων 'the arrows clashed on his shoulders').
We also see how the construction with the genitive case is being increasingly used for all types of landmarks. The usage of the genitive in this cases tells us that orientation acquires more importance as a semantic category contained in the PP than dimensionality. Thus, it appears with 2DL that constitute or serve as limits or ends (Od.18.32s. οὐδοῦ ἐπὶ ξεστοῦ 'on the carved threshold', 5.489, al. ἀγροῦ ἐπ' ἐσχατιῆς 'on the boundaries of the countryside') or with vertical 1DL (Il.16.700 ἐϋδμήτου ἐπὶ πύργου 'on a well-built tower', 3.12 ἧστο . . . ὑψοῦ ἐπ' ἀκροτάτης κορυφῆς 'he was sitting on high, on the very topmost peak').
By the classical period, the diffusion of the genitive had advanced enormously, even reaching the uses without vertical localization (DGE s.u. ἐπί C I 4 a-d), with terrestrial 2DL (of the type τὰ ἐπὶ Θρᾴκης) as well as, more sparsely, with aquatic 2DL (X.An.4.3.28 αὐτοῦ μεῖναι ἐπὶ τοῦ ποταμοῦ), and exceptionally with 1DL (Hdt.4.10 ζωστῆρα ἔχοντα ἐπ' ἄκρης τῆς συμβολῆς φιάλην) and even with 3DL (Hdt.5.92γ ἐπὶ τῶν θυρέων 'by the doors'). But we believe that these last two, very isolated, examples should be understood as trials within the general process of expansion of the construction with the genitive, which invades not only the local uses typical of the dative, but also the temporal and the abstract uses. 12 If they did not prosper it was, precisely, because they again introduced ambiguities in the system.
In a general diachronic view, we see how the use of ἐπί with dative progressively loses ground against the genitive, which more and more broadens its uses with all types of landmarks and in different types of spatial relations. This enters into the general process of the disappearance of the dative in Greek, but it is also due in this particular case to the imposition of this new system. In the locative uses, this implies that ἐπί will be used principally with genitive, indicating both the upper location (ἐπὶ βωμοῦ) and any other type of location with contact (ἐπὶ μετώπου) with 3DL. Logically ἐπί + genitive cannot serve for the inferior location, for which one must turn to ὑπό or, if one wants to specify contact, to maintain the basic use with 3DL of ἐπί + dative. We can see it in a precious example of Eusebius of Caesarea (III/IV A.D.) following Alexander Po lyhistor (I B.C.): in the description of Solomon's temple, he writes about the fabrication of some devices that made noise for the purpose of scaring away the birds (ὄρνεα) 'so that they do not settle on the temple' (ἐπί + genitive: ὅπως μὴ καθίζῃ ἐπὶ τοῦ ἱεροῦ) 'or build nests on the coffers of the entrance or of the por ticos' (ἐπί + dative: μηδὲ νοσσεύῃ ἐπὶ τοῖς φατνώμασι τῶν πυλῶν καὶ τῶν στοῶν), that is, in the coffered ceiling of the lintels and the porticos, surfaces which are easily visible from the floor. Obviously, here we have an "under" orientation, and the use of the PP with dative, still in that time, preserves the original meaning of ἐπί with 3DL indicating the close contact between the nest and the lower surface of the ceiling to which it adheres. For the metaphorical lateral location, that is, for the meaning 3DL 2 'next to', the use of ἐπί will tend to disappear in favor of παρά and especially πρός.
Also from very early ἐπί + genitive assumes the uses with limited 2DL, where naturally it goes on to indicate the superior location, not on the ends (S.OT 1059, Hdt.1.17, Isoc.7.52, ἐπ' ἀγρῶν 'in the fields'). It is also used with names of edges or limits: ἐπ' ἐσχάτων, ἐπ' ἐσχατιᾶς, ἐπὶ τῶν ὅρων, etc.
The use of the dative will be preserved in a wider form in the cases of 2DL and 1DL where less ambiguity is introduced and more usefulness is provided, which are: 1. Aquatic 2DL. Within the new system, PP such as ἐπὶ θαλάσσης or ἐπὶ τοῦ ποταμοῦ, although they are in fact used, may be equivocal. In order to avoid it one may turn to another preposition, but the semantically closest one, πρός, indicates a different degree of proximity. That is the reason why the writers of the imperial period frequently use ἐπί θαλάσσῃ, ἐπὶ τῷ ποταμῷ and similar PP. Besides, in poets, we must take into account the influence of the earlier poetic tradition. 2. 1DL names of capes. This may be the most regular and permanent of all the uses with the dative, since we never find ἐπί + genitive indicating the location in the edge of a cape, especially with a proper name. In ancient Greek one could say either ἐπ' Ἀρτεμισίῳ or ἐν Ἀρτεμισίῳ (the latter not before Plutarch), but never *ἐπ' Ἀρτεμισίου. 3. 1DL of vertically elevated elements (mountains, trees, etc) . Given that this use is perfectly integrated within the general use of ἐπί + genitive, because of its orientation, there is no problem with using the genitive. Nonetheless, PP such as ἐπὶ τῷ ὄρει or ἐπὶ δένδρεσι appear with some frequency not only in poets but also in prose writers of the imperial period, along with the increasingly more common ἐπὶ τοῦ ὄρους, ἐπὶ δένδρων, etc.
We believe that this overview may help clarify the confusing landscape of the locative uses of ἐπί. The ideas presented here, arisen directly from the study of a large number of data, allow understanding of their anomalies according to their history, solving problems of interpretation of certain unclear spatial situations, and allowing, finally, to start from a single basic meaning of the preposition/ preverb, in order to deduce from it all the other local, temporal, and abstract meanings.
